FILED
05-14-07
04:59 PM
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s
Own Motion into the Service Quality Standards for Rulemaking 02-12-004

All Telecommunications Carriers and Revisions to (Filed December 5, 2002)
General Order 133-B.

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL FERNANDEZ SUPPORTING THE OPENING
COMMENTS OF VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC. AND ITS CERTIFICATED
CALIFORNIA AFFILIATES

May 14, 2007



II.

WITNESS BACKGROUND

My name is Michael Fernandez. My business address is 240 East 38th Street,
New York, New York 10016.

I am employed by Verizon as the Director - Customer Measurement Services.

I have a B.S. degree in Mathematics from the State University of New York
College at Cortland. I also have an M.A. in Mathematical Education and an M.S.
in Applied Statistics from Columbia University. [ have twenty-six years
experience in the telecommunications industry. During that tenure, I have worked
in Finance, Business Research, Regulatory, Quality Services, Operations, and
Business Planning. Currently I work in Performance Assurance.

As a director in Verizon’s Performance Assurance Department, my primary
responsibilities include survey design, sample design, data analysis, results
reporting, and establishment of objectives for surveys performed by Verizon. I
am accountable for the identification, validation, and reporting of key internal and
external metrics that are predictive of customer satisfaction with Verizon’s
services. | am also accountable for designing and analyzing competitive
benchmarking surveys that measure the perceptions and satisfaction levels of the
customers of Verizon’s competitors.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this declaration is to assist the Commission in evaluating whether
a customer satisfaction survey of telecommunications services would be a useful
policy tool for the Commission. I also describe Verizon’s internal surveys
regarding the service attributes that are indicators of customer satisfaction and I

explain how those findings support the point that Dr. Debra Aron makes in her
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declaration regarding the dangers of requiring providers to focus on the “wrong”
service metrics at the expense of optimizing overall customer satisfaction.

6. The Commission should not lose sight of this docket’s substantive links to other
proceedings. The Commission has determined overwhelmingly that the voice
communications market in California is highly competitive, that consumers have
many options, and that these findings hold throughout the traditional “service
territories” of Verizon and the other large ILECs in California.' These findings
fundamentally transform how the Commission should approach service quality
regulation, as Dr. Aron discusses in greater detail, away from ILEC-focused
service quality metrics and compliance standards towards relying on robust
competition to deliver the service quality options that consumers actually
demand.

7. My experience comports with Dr. Aron’s conclusions. For example, Dr. Aron
correctly notes that it would be inadvisable for the Commission to sponsor a
survey that seeks information about detailed customer service metrics because of
the danger of picking the wrong metrics to survey — especially in the context of
expanding intermodal competition.

8. Before designing any survey, it is important to be clear about its purpose and
about what the data will (and will not) be used for. It is also important to
recognize the limitations and the potential drawbacks of any Commission-
sponsored survey. For example, the results of a customer satisfaction survey

would not be sufficiently reliable to be used for enforcement purposes such as for

' See, e.g., D.06-08-030, mimeo at 265, Findings of Fact at 50-51, 275 (finding that Verizon, AT&T,
SureWest, and Frontier lack market power throughout their service territories for residential as well as
business customers).
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identifying carriers against whom corrective action should be taken. Moreover,
any survey that carries the Commission’s imprimatur may have a chilling effect
on competition by causing some providers to adjust their operations to score well
on the Commission’s survey rather than to maximize their customers’ satisfaction
through offering a combination of price and service attributes that they believe —
based on their research — best differentiates their product in the competitive
intermodal market.

I do not recommend that the Commission sponsor a customer satisfaction survey
because there does not appear to be a policy purpose that such a survey would
achieve. The only realistic policy purpose for such a survey would be to monitor
customer satisfaction, perhaps as a supplement to the survey currently being
contemplated in URF II, but the Commission has numerous other resources with
which to achieve that purpose. The market produces various high-quality,
publicly-available sources of customer satisfaction data, including syndicated
customer satisfaction surveys by private parties such as the American Consumer
Satisfaction Index (ACSI), Consumer Reports and J.D. Power and Associates,
which the Commission can consult in order to evaluate customer satisfaction. I
have no reason to believe that a Commission-sponsored survey could do a better
job of monitoring customer satisfaction these market-based sources. In fact, the
Commission could cause harm to the extent that it displaces such well-
established, well-designed, publicly-available surveys.

If the Commission nevertheless decides to sponsor a customer satisfaction survey,
it should be cognizant of the limitations of such a survey and should use “best

practices” to ensure that the data are as useful as possible. In order to monitor
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customer satisfaction in California’s competitive market, the Commission could
employ techniques similar to those used by Verizon in its “competitive
benchmarking” surveys, which compare customer satisfaction across various
competitors in California.

SURVEYING DONE BY VERIZON

Why And How Verizon Surveys Customer Satisfaction

Verizon continually strives to improve service because we believe better service
enhances our ability to attract and retain customers. The surveys we conduct are
a good way to listen to customers, to understand how and why their expectations
and satisfaction levels are changing, and to identify the ways in which we need to
modify our operations to ensure continuing high levels of customer satisfaction.
Verizon’s California customers have consistently indicated high levels of
satisfaction with the services Verizon provides. But our surveys go beyond
simply asking our customers to grade us. We also ask them to tell us, in their
own words, how we are doing and what we can do better. When we analyze the
survey results, we look at the overall grades our customers give us, as well as
specific comments about what improvements may be needed.

Verizon uses an outside market research firm to survey customers on virtually a
daily basis. We interview over 1,000 California customers a month in order to
get detailed information about various topics including Provisioning (which
includes installation of new service), Repair (which includes diagnosis, repair,
and restoration of existing service), and Request and Inquiry (which covers
requests and inquiries directed to the Business Office regarding customer bills,

products and services, prices, and company policies).
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Verizon extensively surveys because we want to be able to identify and resolve
issues quickly. Also, such extensive surveying ensures that on a monthly basis
our survey results are statistically significant, meaningful, and reliable for use as a
management tool. We do this because we operate in a competitive market and we
believe that understanding our customers’ service satisfaction levels is an
important management and marketing tool for Verizon.

Identifying And Ranking The Service Attributes That Verizon’s Customers
Value

Verizon routinely identifies the attributes of customer service that have the most
influence in determining overall customer satisfaction. These findings are
communicated throughout the appropriate organizations, including to the
technicians and service people who directly interact with customers. Each
organization then develops action plans around the key attributes to increase
customer satisfaction. That is, each organization and its employees focus on how
to deliver — faster, better, more efficiently — what the customer wants.

Our analysis not only confirms what is important to our customers, it tells us in
priority order which attributes provide the greatest opportunity to improve
customer satisfaction. These surveys show that our customers value a quick
response to their requests, a job done right the first time and maintaining close
communications with them. Continuously reminding our employees of this
information makes customer satisfaction a day-to-day priority.

For example, Verizon’s key attributes analysis shows that keeping customers
informed makes a very big difference in customer satisfaction. Verizon has
translated this information into repair procedures that require technicians to notify

the customer by telephone of arrival time, keep the customer informed as work is

5
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performed, tell the customer if work is required elsewhere or if the technician is
leaving, and confirm afterwards by telephone that the problem is repaired. This
level of communication takes time and expense, and if Verizon were required to
focus exclusively on the speed of the repair, for example, we might not do it. But
since our surveys prove that customers value this kind of communication, we
have made it part of our procedures.

These findings comport with Dr. Aron’s economic critique of service quality
reporting metrics. Dr. Aron points out that in a competitive market, each firm
differentiates its products in ways that it believes will provide its customers with
the best combination of price and service attributes. The very fact that Verizon
(and I understand, other competitors) undertakes extensive internal surveying
shows that the competitive environment causes firms to focus on optimizing
customer satisfaction with their products and services. The Commission does not
need to require firms to pay attention to customer satisfaction because firms
already have powerful economic incentives to do so.

I also agree with Dr. Aron’s conclusion that it would be inadvisable for the
Commission to dictate particular service metrics. As described above, the service
attributes that Verizon has found are most important to its customers’ satisfaction
do not necessarily correspond with the service attributes the Commission has
historically measured. Especially in the context of intermodal competition,
Commission-mandated service quality metrics could cause firms to focus their
resources satisfying those metrics rather than maximizing their customers’

satisfaction.
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Measuring Customer Satisfaction Across Various Competitors

The Commission should note that the type of extensive and detailed surveying
that Verizon does of its own customers cannot also be used for the Commission’s
policy purposes. Verizon’s goal is to identify the key attributes that its customers
care about, and to gauge its performance against those attributes to improve how
it runs its business. On the other hand, the Commission is not running a business,
but rather has a policy interest in monitoring customer satisfaction across multiple
competitors in a complex intermodal market. If the Commission decides to
sponsor a survey for that policy purpose, it should consider a different type of
survey.

One type of survey whose purpose is similar to that of a possible Commission-
sponsored survey involves “competitive benchmarking.” Since 2004, Verizon
has been conducting surveys to measure the service satisfaction of the residential
customers of other service providers in order to respond to the demands of the
competitive marketplace, and to see how Verizon compares to its competitors.
The purpose of these competitive benchmarking surveys is to understand how
Verizon and its competitors (including cable VoIP but not wireless) compare with
respect to their customers’ overall satisfaction levels. The techniques Verizon
uses may be instructive should the Commission choose to employ a survey
designed to monitor customer satisfaction.

Verizon’s competitive benchmarking surveys measure Verizon’s performance
compared to key competitors in the following areas: (i) quality and reliability,
(i1) products and services, (iii) customer service, (iv) billing, (v) pricing, and (v)

reputation. In order to obtain useful comparative data, Verizon contracts with a
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third-party consulting firm that conducts telephone surveys of residential
customers across the country, including in California. The survey questions are
relatively high-level, and the survey excludes wireless customers. The results are
used by Verizon to design marketing strategies based on Verizon’s comparative
strengths, and to make changes based on its comparative weaknesses.

In contrast to Verizon’s internal customer surveys, which are “transactional” in
nature, its competitive benchmarking survey is a “relationship” survey that uses
different questions and techniques. Thus, for example, Verizon’s internal surveys
draw from a pool of potential customer respondents who have recently interacted
with Verizon service personnel (i.e., had a “transaction” with the company).
This approach insures survey respondents with detailed, current knowledge of
Verizon service, and is the best way to avoid impressionistic and stale answers by
customers without a concrete recent experience with Verizon. This technique
provides the best information about specific ways that Verizon can modify its
own business processes to improve the customer experience.

On the other hand, Verizon’s competitive benchmarking survey seeks to evaluate
customers’ overall relationship with their providers. Verizon therefore employs a
“relationship” survey under which our third party survey firm randomly samples
customers without regard to whether they have had recent “transactions” with
their providers. Such an approach would not be useful for Verizon’s internal
customer survey purposes, as it would generate too many “impressionistic” and
stale answers by customers without recent direct experiences with Verizon. Such
a relationship survey, however, is the better approach for measuring customer

satisfaction across various competitors because it measures customers’ overall
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relationships with their providers.

Because a Commission-sponsored survey would also seek to monitor customer
satisfaction across competitors, a relationship technique would better achieve that
goal, and indeed would be the only practical way for the Commission to do so. A
transaction approach would present practical difficulties in that the Commission
could not receive information from all providers in an unbiased and consistent
format that would allow the survey firm to efficiently call an appropriate sample
of customers — especially given the Commission’s lack of jurisdiction over
certain providers (such as VoIP).

A related difference between Verizon’s internal customer satisfaction surveys and
our competitive benchmarking survey is that the competitive benchmarking
survey avoids seeking overly-detailed information about respondents’ perceptions
of the delivery of particular services. As discussed above, because the
competitive benchmarking survey is a relationship survey, such perceptions may
be too stale or impressionistic, and therefore inaccurate. But more importantly,
the purpose of the survey is to understand the overall competitive dynamics of the
market, and relatively high-level questions about overall satisfaction levels that
avoid confusing the respondent (and the survey reader) with too many details are
most useful for that purpose.

In fact, seeking overly-detailed information about customer perceptions of
specific service attributes could lead to misleading comparisons given that some
metrics may not make sense for measuring certain competitors’ competitive
strengths and weaknesses. For example, while it makes sense for Verizon’s

internal surveys to ask details about repair procedures, such as whether the
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repairman arrived on time, such questions may not be relevant — and could be
confusing — to a VoIP customer whose troubleshooting issues may be more
software-oriented and may not involve physical visits to the customer’s premises.
Asking about physical visits could cause confusion (such as by confusing cable
repair services, which would involve physical visits, with VoIP troubleshooting
services, which may not) and could lead to misleading comparisons given the
applies-to-oranges nature of the service delivery mechanisms. This is another
reason why Verizon’s competitive benchmarking survey avoids seeking details
about service delivery issues.

As discussed in the next section, if the Commission determines to sponsor a
customer satisfaction survey, it should also avoid seeking details about particular
service delivery issues. Such data would be neither accurate nor useful for the
Commission’s monitoring purposes. Indeed, expanding the survey to seek data
on particular service metrics could, as Dr. Aron notes, be anticompetitive because
the survey could cause providers to focus on the particular metrics that are in the
survey rather than on the mix of services and prices that would optimize their
customers’ satisfaction.

POTENTIAL GOALS AND INHERENT LIMITATIONS OF A
COMMISSION-SPONSORED SURVEY

There is No “Information Gap” That Necessitates a Commission-Sponsored
Survey

The Commission is not faced with an “information gap” with respect to customer
satisfaction, and thus there is no apparent need for the Commission to sponsor a
customer-satisfaction survey. There are numerous publicly-available surveys that

measure customers’ satisfaction with their providers of communications services.
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Such surveys are performed and made available to the public because there is a
demand for such information, and numerous firms have entered that market.
Survey results can be purchased or obtained for free from such providers as J.D.
Power and Associates, Consumer Reports, Consumers’ Checkbook, Yankee
Group, In-Stat, Forrester Research Inc., and The American Consumer Satisfaction
Index.

Such existing surveys provide a wealth of data about customer satisfaction across
various competitors, and the Commission can use them to monitor customer
satisfaction developments in the market. I have no reason to believe that the
Commission could do a better job of generating and processing useful data about
customer satisfaction than such experienced organizations and market sources.

In fact, if the Commission enters the market for assessing customer satisfaction, it
risks causing confusion to the extent that its survey may measure the wrong
things and/or may be inferior to market-based products. Given the Commission’s
high visibility and the fact that consumers would presumably be able to view the
survey results for free on its Web site, the Commission’s survey could displace
well-designed market-based surveys (many of which have been around for many
years) that may in fact provide consumers with better and more relevant
information.

The reasons for not sponsoring a survey are particularly strong with respect to
wireless customers, for which there are particularly good sources of customer
satisfaction survey data. For example, two key sources of information, Consumer
Reports and Consumers’ Checkbook, do an excellent job of publishing the results

of high-quality mail and internet surveys of their members’ satisfaction with their
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wireless providers. Consumer Reports, in particular, has been conducting such
surveys for years and has published trend analyses. Such established, market-
driven surveys are at least as good as any survey the Commission might design.”

Limitations of Consumer Satisfaction Surveys

The Commission should also consider the fact that in all surveys there is the
potential for inconsistent or even misleading results. The Commission could not
have enough confidence in the results of a consumer satisfaction survey to use
them to identify ‘“underperforming” service providers for which corrective
measures should be considered. Attempting to do so would involve an
unacceptably high risk of “false positives,” which are situations where the data
suggest a problem although one does not in fact exist. Other tools available to the
Commission, such as the complaint process, constitute far better monitoring
devices if the policy goal is to identify and correct service quality problems.

The intermodal nature of California’s telecommunications market provides yet
another reason to not use the results of a customer satisfaction survey for
enforcement purposes. As I discuss above, it is difficult to figure out what the
“right” metrics are to measure, and forcing providers to focus on the “wrong”
metrics could actually cause competitive harm.

Moreover, customers may have different quality expectations of different types of
competitors, meaning that their perceptions of service quality may not correspond
with their overall satisfaction levels based on the value of the combination of

price and service that they are receiving. In other words, given different customer

2 Also, there are well-known methodological challenges associated with surveying wireless customers. For
example, wireless customers who have “cut the cord” would be excluded from the wireline number survey,
which could be a source of bias. That problem was discussed in the URF Phase II workshop held on

12
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expectations of different types of services, customer satisfaction trends across
intermodal platforms may not provide a good picture of the relative competitive
strengths and weaknesses of different competitors — and would therefore be of
limited value from a policy point of view.

C. “Best Practices” If the Commission Chooses to Sponsor a Survey

36. If the Commission nevertheless is interested in sponsoring a customer satisfaction
survey to monitor wireline customer satisfaction, I recommend that it consider
using techniques similar to those employed in Verizon’s “competitive
benchmarking” survey that I describe in the previous section. Employing
appropriate techniques and methodologies would maximize the usefulness of the
data and minimize the risk of inconsistent (and misleading) results.

37. First, the questions should be high-level in nature. The Commission should resist
any impulse to seek detailed data about particular service attributes. As I explain
in Section III-C, such details are irrelevant to comparing customer satisfaction
across various intermodal providers, would be of questionable accuracy, and
could lead to misleading conclusions about competitive dynamics. Moreover, as
Dr. Aron points out in her declaration, a survey bearing the Commission’s
imprimatur that drills down on the wrong service quality metrics could have
anticompetitive consequences because it could cause providers to focus on
improving the metrics in the survey rather than maximizing customer satisfaction.

38. Second, a Commission-sponsored survey should seek to fill gaps in information
at a high-level on customer satisfaction, but should not seek to replicate available

information, e.g., about wireless carriers. As discussed in the previous section,

February 16, 2007.
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the existing publicly-available information about that the wireless sector is
particularly good, and the challenges associated with surveying such customers
are high.

Third, the survey should be done by an independent third party with expertise in
conducting surveys in the communications industry. Requiring service providers
to conduct customer satisfaction surveys of their own customers would likely
result in significant inconsistencies because of differences in the ways the survey
would be conducted and differences in techniques for identifying and contacting
potential respondents.

Fourth, it is usually preferable that the survey be done by telephone. Telephone
surveys generally have much higher response rates than mail surveys, and
minimizing non-response bias is an important goal. Telephone surveys offer
better responses to open-ended questions than self-administered surveys (due to
probing); they offer more control over the order of presentation of questions
(versus the skipping ahead that might occur with self-administration); and they
provide better success in avoiding non-responses given that the interviewer can
keep questions from being skipped or missed.

Finally, care must be taken to ensure that the survey employs statistically sound
methodologies, such as determining appropriate sample sizes and significance
levels. 1 would be happy to explore such issues in depth, if and when the

Commission chooses to sponsor a survey and decides on a particular format.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of California that the

foregoing is true.

Executed in New York, New York, on May 14, 2007.

/s/ Michael M. Fernandez

Michael M. Fernandez

15
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ESQUIRE ATTORNEY AT LAW
TWO EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 1800 COOPER, WHITE & COOPER ,L.L.P.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOHN CLARK JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, 9TH FLOOR 505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

LUIS ARTEAGA MARK P. SCHREIBER

LATINO ISSUES FORUM ATTORNEY AT LAW

160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700 COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SARAH DEYOUNG SUZANNE TOLLER

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALTEL DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1500 505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
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EARL NICHOLAS SELBY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
418 FLORENCE STREET

PALO ALTO, CA 94301

DOUG GARRETT

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM LLC

2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

MARILYN ASH

U.S. TELEPACIFIC CORP.
6101 CHRISTIE AVE.
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

LEON M. BLOOMFIELD
ATTORNEY AT LAW
WILSON & BLOOMFIELD,
1901 HARRISON STREET,
OAKLAND, CA 94612

LLP
SUITE 1620

ETHAN SPRAGUE
PAC-WEST TELECOMM,
1776 W. MARCH LANE,
STOCKTON, CA 95207

INC.
SUITE 250

LUPE DE LA CRUZ

AARP CALIFORNIA

1415 L ST STE 960
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3977

Information Only

ROBERT SPANGLER

SNAVELY ING & MAJOROS O'CONNOR & LEE INC
1220 L STREET N.W. SUITE 410

WASHINGTON, DC 20005
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JOHN GUTIERREZ

DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
COMCAST PHONE OF CALIFORNIA, LLC
12647 ALCOSTA BLVD., SUITE 200
SAN RAMON, CA 94583

JOSE JIMENEZ

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, L.L.C.
2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

GLENN SEMOW

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMM. ASSOC.
360 22ND STREET, STE. 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

LESLA LEHTONEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION
360 22ND STREET, SUITE 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

GAYATRI SCHILBERG
JBS ENERGY
311 D STREET, SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605

CINDY MANHEIM
CINGULAR WIRELESS
PO BOX 97061

REDMOND, WA 98073-9761

MAUREEN K. FLOOD

TELECOM POLICY ANALYST

HARRIS, WILTSHIRE & GRANNIS LLP
1200 EIGHTEENTH STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
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MICHAEL R. ROMANO

DIRECTOR-STATE REGULATORY AFFAIRS
LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS, LLC

2300 CORPORATE PARK DR STE. 600
HERNDON, VA 20171-4845

KEVIN SAVILLE

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.
MOUND, MN 55364

LAEL ATKINSON

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
816 CONGRESS AVENUE, SUITE 1100
AUSTIN, TX 78701

KRISTIN L. SMITH

ATTORNEY

QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1801 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 4900
DENVER, CO 80202

ALOA STEVENS

DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT&EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

PO BOX 708970

SANDY, UT 84070-8970

PAMELA PRESSLEY

LITIGATION PROGRAM DIRECTOR

FOUNDATION FOR TAXPAYER&CONSUMER RIGHTS
1750 OCEAN PARK BLVD., SUITE 200

SANTA MONICA, CA 90405

ESTHER NORTHRUP
COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

MIKE MULKEY
ARRIVAL COMMUNICATIONS
1807 19TH STREET
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ROBERT N. KITTEL

U.S. ARMY LITIGATION CENTER

901 N. STUART STREET, SUITE 700
ARLINGTON, VA 22203-1837

JOHN SISEMORE

DIRECTOR

AT&T SERVICES

175 E. HOUSTON STREET, ROOM 10-M-10
SAN ANTONIO, TX 78205

CRYSTAL HERBERSTON

REGULATORY DIRECTOR

QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1801 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 4700
DENVER, CO 80202

MARJORIE O. HERLTH
QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1801 CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 4700
DENVER, CO 80202

CHRISTINA V. TUSAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
300 SOUTH SPRING ST., 11TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

JACQUE LOPEZ

LEGAL ASSISTANT

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC
CA501LB

112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

RUMMELSBURG ROD

CNM NETWORK, INC.

4100 GUARDIAN STREET
SIMI VALLEY, CA 93063

JAN HEWITT
AT&T CALIFORNIA
REGULATORY DEPT.
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BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301

TERESA M. ONO

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA,
525 MARKET ST. 18TH FLOOR, 4

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

INC.

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
TOBIAS LAW OFFICE
460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

MICHAEL B. DAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JUDY PAU

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

TERRENCE E. SCOTT

SBC ADVANCED SOLUTIONS, INC.
2623 CAMINO RAMON, ROOM 2C111
SAN RAMON, CA 94583

MARIA POLITZER

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

JOSH P. THIERIOT
REGULATORY TEAM
PAC-WEST TELECOMM
1776 W. MARCH LANE,
STOCKTON, CA 95207

SUITE 250
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525 MARKET ST., ROOM 1803
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

YVETTE HOGUE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
AT&T CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

ROOM 1918
94105-2727

DAVID A. SIMPSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SIMPSON PARTNERS LLP

900 FRONT STREET, SUIT3 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SEAN P. BEATTY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

KATIE NELSON

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

KRISTIN JACOBSON

MARKET ATTORNEY, CONSULTANT
NEXTEL OF CALIFORNIA, INC.
1255 TREAT BLVD., SUITE 800
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

MELISSA W. KASNITZ

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

JOSH THIERIOT

PAC-WEST TELECOMM, INC.
1776 W. MARCH LN, STE.
STOCKTON, CA 95207

250
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CHARLES E. BORN SUSAN PEDERSEN

MANAGER-STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

FRONTIER, A CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS CELLULAR CARRIERS ASSOC. OF CALIFORNIA
PO BOX 340 980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2200

ELK GROVE, CA 95759 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MARGARET FELTS ADAM L. SHERR

PRESIDENT ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA COMMUNICATIONS ASSN QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

1851 HERITAGE LANE STE 255 1600 7TH AVENUE, 3206

SACRAMENTO, CA 95815-4923 SEATTLE, WA 98191-0000

ANDREW O. ISAR

DIRECTOR-STATE AFFAIRS

ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNICATIONS ENTERPRISE
7901 SKANSIE AVE., SUITE 240

GIG HARBOR, WA 98335

State Service

JOEY PERMAN CHRIS WITTEMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
MARKET STRUCTURE BRANCH LEGAL DIVISION

320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500 ROOM 5129

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DALE PIIRU DANA APPLING

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA DIVISION OF RATEPAYERS ADVOCATES
ROOM 4108 ROOM 4201

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
DENISE MANN FALINE FUA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
ROOM 4101 AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
JANICE L. GRAU JOHN M. LEUTZA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION

ROOM 5011 ROOM 3210

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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KAREN MILLER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PUBLIC ADVISOR OFFICE

ROOM 2103

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LINETTE YOUNG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND SAFETY DIVISION
AREA 2-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RUDY SASTRA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
AREA 2-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMES W. HOWARD

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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LINDA J. WOODS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
AREA 2-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RICHARD SMITH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 2106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SARITA SARVATE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

5/14/2007



